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A  NEW  CHAPTER 

IN  ZOOLOGICAL  NOMENCLATURE: 

THE  REFORMS  INSTITUTED  BY  THE 
THIRTEENTH  INTERNATIONAL  CONGRESS 
OF  ZOOLOGY,  PARIS,  JULY,  1948* 

By  Francis  Hemming,  C.M.G.,  C.B.E.,  F.R.E.S. 


Secretary  to  the  International  Commission  on  Zoological  Nomenclature 
and  President  of  the  Section  on  Nomenclature ,  Thirteenth  International 
Congress  of  Zoology,  Paris,  July,  1948 

Every  zoologist  has  from  time  to  time  encountered  difficulties  in 
ascertaining  the  correct  name  for  a  particular  animal  and  in  every 
group  zoologists  have  been  irritated  by  the  inconvenience  due  to  the 
apparent  need  to  abandon  some  well-known  and  well-established 
name  in  favour  of  a  long-forgotten  but  older  name.  Such  changes  are 
a  grave  handicap  to  workers  in  systematic  zoology  but  in  the  case  of 
workers  in  the  economic  and  applied  fields  of  biology  they  are  much 
more  than  a  mere  inconvenience;  they  are  a  positive  obstacle  in  the 
way  of  further  progress,  often  causing  confusion,  and  never  serving 
any  useful  purpose.  That  such  changes  should  be  necessary  is 
a  grave  reproach  on  all  those  concerned  with  the  formulation  of  the 
rules  of  zoological  nomenclature.  The  object  of  the  present  paper 
is  to  indicate  in  broad  outline  the  measures  to  eradicate  these  evils 
taken  by  the  International  Commission  on  Zoological  Nomenclature 
and  by  the  International  Congress  of  Zoology  at  their  concurrent 
meeting  held  in  Paris  in  July,  1948. 

*  An  Address  delivered  to  The  Sixth  Annual  Congress  of  British  Ento¬ 
mologists,  Nottingham,  July  8th,  1950. 
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In  approaching  the  question  of  stability  in  zoological  nomen¬ 
clature,  we  have  to  distinguish  sharply  between  those  changes  in 
names  which  are  due  to  defects  in  the  International  Code  and  those 
other  changes  which  are  the  inevitable  result  of  changing  ideas  in 
the  taxonomic  field.  The  aim  must  be  to  eliminate  as  far  as  possible 
all  those  factors  which  lead  to  changes  due  to  the  first  of  these  causes, 
while  not  impeding  those  found  necessary  in  the  light  of  increased 
knowledge  of  the  relationships  of  the  animals  in  question.  We  may 
rightly  demand,  for  example,  that  the  Code  shall  be  such  as  to 
prevent  the  change  of  a  well-known  generic  name  on  purely 
nomenclatorial  grounds  but  we  have  no  cause  for  complaint  when 
a  change  is  made  as  the  result  of  revisional  work  where  this  leads 
to  the  splitting  up  of  a  genus  into  two  or  more  segregates  and  in 
consequence  many  of  the  species  formerly  referred  to  that  genus 
have  in  future  to  be  known  by  other  generic  names.  In  such  a  case, 
we  may  disagree  with  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  reviser  and 
may  ourselves  retain  all  the  species  concerned  in  the  original  genus, 
but  whether  we  accept  the  reviser’s  views  or  not,  no  blame  for  the 
disturbance  in  existing  practice  so  caused  can  be  advanced  on  purely 
nomenclatorial  grounds. 

In  order  to  appreciate  properly  the  reforms  carried  out  by  the 
Congress  in  Paris,  we  should  pause  for  a  moment  to  consider  the 
situation  with  which  the  Congress  and  the  International  Commission 
as  its  adviser  were  faced  at  the  opening  of  the  Paris  meeting.  The 
present  International  Code  of  Zoological  Nomenclature  was  adopted 
by  the  Fifth  International  Congress  at  its  meeting  held  in  Berlin  in 
1901.  During  the  fifty  years  which  have  since  elapsed  no  serious 
effort  was  ever  made  to  improve  the  text  adopted  in  Berlin  although, 
as  all  zoologists  knew,  that  text  was  full  of  imperfections  due  to  the 
compromises  which  it  had  been  necessary  to  make  in  order  to  secure 
the  adoption  of  an  agreed  Code  by  that  Congress.  So  serious  were 
some  of  the  difficulties  which  arose  after  the  adoption  of  the  Code, 
particularly  difficulties  having  their  origin  in  the  unqualified 
acceptance  of  the  principle  of  priority,  that  some  twelve  years  after 
the  adoption  of  the  Code  the  Congress,  at  its  meeting  in  Monaco 
in  1913,  felt  bound  to  take  some  remedial  action.  The  action  then 
taken  consisted  first,  of  the  grant  to  the  International  Commission 
of  plenary  powers  to  suspend  the  Code  in  its  application  to  particular 
cases  where  that  application  would,  in  their  view,  clearly  give  rise 
to  greater  confusion  than  uniformity,  and  second,  of  the  institution 
of  an  “Official  List  of  Generic  Names  in  Zoology.”  Both  these 
decisions  represented  steps  in  the  right  direction,  but  both  were  so 
hedged  in  with  restrictions  as  to  be  robbed  of  much  of  their  practical 
utility.  Thus,  the  conditions  in  which  the  plenary  powers  could  be 
used  were  so  severely  restricted  that  in  practice  it  was  both  very 
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difficult  to  obtain  redress  by  this  means  and  also  to  secure  any 
decision  at  all  without  an  inordinate  delay.  Again,  as  regards  the 
“Official  List,”  much  of  the  benefit  which  it  had  been  hoped  to 
obtain  was  lost  through  the  fact  that  a  name  acquired  no  additional 
status  through  being  added  to  that  List. 

Thus  while  the  Code  itself  has  remained  virtually  untouched  for 
nearly  half  a  century,  there  gradually  grew  up  around  it  an 
accumulation  of  interpretative  decisions  handed  down  by  the 
Commission  in  Opinions  rendered  by  it  in  its  judicial  capacity.  The 
judicial  function  so  performed  by  the  Commission  has  been  of  great 
practical  value,  for  it  has  provided  a  means  for  securing  interpreta¬ 
tions  of  the  Code,  which  the  Congress  itself,  meeting  only  at  long 
intervals,  would  clearly  not  be  in  a  position  to  give.  Nevertheless 
this  method  of  procedure,  unless  reviewed  from  time  to  time,  may 
itself  add  a  new  element  of  confusion,  since  the  Opinions  issued  over 
the  last  forty  years  have  come  ultimately  to  constitute  a  vast  mine 
of  unindexed  and  undigested  decisions  not  always  in  full  accord  one 
with  another.  From  this  mine,  by  a  judicious  process  of  selection, 
it  was  possible  for  zoologists  to  find  arguments  of  a  directly  opposing 
character  in  relation  to  the  same  nomenclatorial  problem.  Long 
before  the  Paris  Congress  it  had  become  evident  that  unless  drastic 
action  were  taken,  the  Opinions  of  the  Commission  might  add  to, 
rather  than  detract  from,  the  nomenclatorial  difficulties  confronting 
zoologists  in  the  course  of  their  work.  Quite  apart  from  these 
considerations,  the  system  of  obtaining  interpretations  by  way  of 
Opinions  is  clearly  subject  to  serious  limitations,  for  this  system 
provides  no  means  for  either  modifying  or  reversing  provisions  in 
the  Code  which  have  outworn  their  usefulness,  or  for  dealing  with 
matters  on  which  the  Code  itself  is  silent.  It  was  therefore  all  the 
more  unfortunate  that  during  the  inter-war  period  the  Commission 
and  the  Congress  should  have  adopted  so  defeatist  a  view  on  the 
question  of  the  practicability  of  securing  amendments  of  the  Code. 
Already  towards  the  end  of  that  period  there  was  clear  evidence  that 
in  this  matter  the  Commission  and  the  Congress  did  not  reflect  the 
majority  view  held  among  active  workers,  more  particularly  among 
those  of  the  rising  generation.  Unfortunately,  however,  no  effective 
means  had  been  found  by  this  school  of  thought  to  make  its  weight 
felt  before  the  outbreak  of  war  in  1939  inevitably  led  to  a  further 
postponement  of  reform.  Even  during  the  war,  and  to  a  much 
greater  extent  after  the  close  of  hostilities,  evidence  reached  the 
offices  of  the  Commission  from  many  sources  of  a  mounting  desire 
for  a  thoroughgoing  reform  of  the  rules  governing  zoological 
nomenclature  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

It  was  therefore  in  an  atmosphere  both  of  hope  and  expectation 
that  the  Congress  met  in  Paris  in  1948  after  an  interval  of  thirteen 
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years.  The  Commission  immediately  presented  the  Congress  with 
a  comprehensive  scheme  of  reform  designed  on  the  one  hand  to  put 
the  International  Code  on  a  workmanlike  footing  and  on  the  other 
hand  actively  to  promote  the  stabilization  of  nomenclature.  This 
programme  won  an  immediate  and  enthusiastic  support  from  the 
zoologists  attending  the  Congress.  In  consequence  the  Commission, 
sitting  in  public  and  often  meeting  jointly  with  the  Section  on 
Nomenclature  of  the  Congress,  was  able  to  secure  unanimous 
approval  for  a  far-reaching  scheme  of  reform. 

Under  the  first  part  of  its  programme,  the  Commission  secured 
the  following  objects : 

(1)  The  clarification  of  the  Code  in  those  respects  in  which  the 
wording  employed  had  hitherto  been  ambiguous,  and  the 
incorporation  into  the  Code  itself  of  the  majority  of  the 
interpretations  of  its  provisions  given  by  the  Commission  in 
Opinions  issued  over  the  last  forty  years,  and  the  cancellation 
of  the  remainder. 

(2)  The  Code  was  amended  in  certain  respects  for  which  there 
was  a  strong  general  demand. 

(3)  Certain  gaps  in  the  Code  were  filled  by  the  adoption  of 
provisions  relating  to  matters  on  which  the  Code  had  hitherto 
been  silent. 

Of  the  actual  amendments  to  the  Code  two  perhaps  are  of  special 
importance.  First,  the  expression  “indication”  as  used  in  Article  25 
in  relation  to  generic  names  has  been  substantially  liberalized.  In 
future  any  generic  name  published  before  1931  under  which  any 
previously  published  species  were  cited  at  the  time  of  original 
publication  will  be  an  available  name  even  if  its  original  author  did 
not  give  a  generic  diagnosis.  This  change  involves  a  partial  repeal  of 
Opinion  1  in  order  to  comply  with  the  general  wishes  of  zoologists 
and  the  practice  of  the  majority  of  workers.  Another  important 
change  was  the  decision  to  substitute  in  Article  28  the  principle  of 
“page  precedence”  for  that  of  “the  first  reviser.”  This  change,  which 
corresponds  to  the  majority  practice  at  the  present  time,  has  the 
advantage  that  it  provides  a  method  which  is  simple  and  easy  to 
apply  for  determining  the  relative  priority  to  be  assigned  to 
competitive  names  published  in  the  same  book.  Suitable  safeguards 
were  at  the  same  time  adopted  to  prevent  this  decision  from  leading 
to  the  upsetting  of  well-known  names  in  particular  cases. 

Passing  now  to  the  decisions  taken  to  remove  ambiguities  in  the 
Code,  we  come  at  once  to  one  of  the  most  important  of  all  the 
decisions  taken  by  the  Paris  Congress.  This  was  to  substitute 
the  expression  “binominal  nomenclature”  in  Articles  25  and  26  for 
the  ambiguous  expression  “binary  nomenclature”  which  had 
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hitherto  figured  in  these  Articles  and  which  for  nearly  fifty  years 
had  been  a  potent  source  of  confusion  and  disagreement.  The 
Commission  and  the  Congress  carried  through  also  a  comprehensive 
reform  of  the  laws  relating  to  specific  homonymy.  The  existing 
provisions  (i.e.  Articles  35  and  36)  were  obscure  in  their  wording, 
ambiguous  in  their  meaning  and  incomplete  in  their  scope.  These 
Articles  are  to  be  replaced  by  new  Articles  setting  out  what  the 
Commission  hope  will  be  found  to  be  a  complete  and  logically 
self-consistent  set  of  rules.  In  so  controversial  a  matter  as  this — 
a  matter,  moreover,  on  which  there  has  hitherto  been  wide  diversity 
of  practice— it  is  perhaps  too  much  to  hope  that  any  new  set  of  rules 
will  gain  immediate  and  complete  support.  The  new  Articles  have, 
however,  the  great  advantage  that  they  are  consistent  with  one 
another  and  cover  the  whole  field.  They  represent  an  immense 
improvement  upon  the  existing  Articles  and  should  provide  a  sound 
basis  for  any  further  improvements  which  experience  may  show  to  be 
desirable  or  necessary.  It  is  not  possible  within  the  scope  of  the 
present  address  to  describe  in  detail  the  provisions  which  have  now 
been  adopted.  It  may  be  noted,  however,  that  the  main  feature 
of  the  scheme  is  (1)  that  two  types  of  specific  homonym  are 
to  be  recognized,  namely  “primary  homonyms’,  and  “secondary 
homonyms,”  (2)  the  permanent  rejection  of  every  junior 
primary  homonym  (i.e.  of  every  specific  name  (binominal  combina¬ 
tion)  which,  when  first  published,  was  identical  with  an  older 
specific  name  which,  when  first  published,  consisted  of  the  same 
binominal  combination)  and  the  permanent  rejection  of  the  trivial 
name  comprised  in  the  junior  of  any  pair  of  secondary  homonyms 
(i.e.  of  homonyms  arising  from  the  union  of  genera  and  the  transfer 
of  species  from  one  genus  to  another),  provided  that  when  a  name 
is  so  rejected  on  the  ground  of  secondary  homonymy,  the  author 
rejecting  the  name  himself  treats  the  two  species  or  subspecies  as 
being  congeneric  with  one  another.  In  order  to  minimize  the  risk 
of  disturbance  in  existing  practice  consequent  upon  the  introduction 
of  the  new  rules  in  regard  to  secondary  homonymy,  it  was  decided 
to  provide  a  more  lenient  standard  for  judging  rejections  of  names 
made  before  the  introduction  of  the  scheme  than  for  judging  similar 
rejections  made  after  that  time.  As  in  other  cases  where  a  date  line 
of  this  kind  was  adopted,  the  latest  date  for  the  older  system  was 
fixed  at  31st  December,  1950,  the  new  system  coming  into  effect 
on  1st  January,  1951. 

We  come  now  to  the  question  of  the  new  provisions  inserted  in 
the  Code  in  relation  to  matters  not  previously  dealt  with.  Of 
outstanding  importance  and  interest  to  entomologists  in  this  regard 
are  the  new  provisions  introduced  for  regulating  the  names  of  forms 
of  less  than  subspecific  rank.  Hitherto,  as  we  know,  it  has  been 
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a  matter  of  argument  and  dispute  whether  names  applied  to 
categories  of  less  than  subspecific  rank  possess  any  status  under  the 
Code  at  all.  All  doubt  on  this  subject  has  been  removed  by  the  new 
provisions.  The  new  Articles  will  provide  that  names  given  to 
infra-subspecific  forms  (as  these  will  in  future  be  called)  shall 
possess  in  relation  to  one  another  rights  under  the  Law  of  Priority 
and  the  Law  of  Homonymy.  It  is,  however,  an  essential  part  of  the 
scheme  that  the  recognition  of  the  nomenclatorial  status  of  names 
of  this  class  shall  not  be  allowed  to  cause  inconvenience  to  those 
zoologists,  probably  the  majority,  whose  work  is  concerned  with 
variation  down  to  the  subspecies  level  but  no  further.  It  would 
have  been  a  grave  hardship  to  workers  of  this  class  if  it  had  been 
necessary  for  them  to  keep  detailed  records  of  the  thousands  of 
infra-subspecific  names  in  order  to  make  sure  that  no  name  published 
for  a  new  species  or  subspecies  was  a  junior  homonym  of  a  name 
previously  given  to  an  infra-subspecific  form  in  the  same  genus. 
This  difficulty  was  overcome  by  the  decision  that  names  given  to 
species  and  subspecies  on  the  one  hand  and  to  infra-subspecific 
forms  on  the  other  should  not  be  co-ordinate  with  one  another. 
Names  belonging  to  these  two  groups  will,  as  it  were,  belong  to 
different  realms.  Within  each  realm  the  Laws  of  Priority  and 
Homonymy  will  apply  but  those  laws  will  not  apply  as  between 
a  name  belonging  to  one  realm  and  a  name  belonging  to  the  other. 
The  scheme  naturally  contains  appropriate  means  by  which  a  name 
given  to  a  species  or  subspecies  may  be  removed  from  the  realm  of 
specific  and  subspecific  names  to  the  realm  of  infra-subspecific 
names,  and  similarly  for  the  promotion  to  the  first  of  these  realms 
of  a  name  originally  published  as  the  name  of  an  infra-subspecific 
form.  Finally,  the  Congress,  on  the  advice  of  the  Commission, 
agreed  to  confer  on  the  Commission  power  to  prescribe  uniform 
technical  designations  to  be  applied  to  parallel  variations  occurring 
in  two  or  more  allied  species.  Designations  so  prescribed  by  the 
Commission  will  take  priority  over  any  individual  name  which  may 
have  been  given  to  a  form  of  the  kind  prescribed  occurring  in  any 
one  of  the  species  concerned;  similarly  the  terms  prescribed  for 
these  designations  will  be  ineligible  for  use  as  names  for  any  form 
occurring  in  any  of  the  species  concerned.  The  grant  to  the 
Commission  of  power  to  prescribe  the  use  of  a  uniform  series  of 
designations  in  this  way  will,  it  is  believed,  be  widely  welcomed  by 
economic  entomologists  and  also  by  students  of  infra-subspecific 
forms  generally.  For  it  will  enable  those  workers  always  to  use  the 
same  term  to  designate  the  same  form  throughout  the  entire  range 
of  species  in  which  that  form  occurs. 

We  come  now  to  the  second  main  portion  of  the  programme  laid 
by  the  Commission  before  the  Paris  Congress,  namely  that  concerned 
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with  the  promotion  of  stability  in  zoological  nomenclature.  The 
action  taken  here  by  the  Congress  was  twofold  in  nature.  First  the 
Congress  extended  and  liberalized  the  provisions  originally  intro¬ 
duced  in  1913,  under  which  in  certain  cases  the  Commission  was 
empowered  to  suspend  the  working  of  the  Code  in  relation  to 
particular  cases.  Under  the  decisions  taken  in  Paris  it  will  now  be 
possible  both  for  the  Commission  to  use  the  plenary  powers  over 
a  wider  field  and  also  to  use  those  powers  more  expeditiously.  The 
second  branch  of  the  policy  designed  to  promote  stability  in  nomen¬ 
clature  took  the  form  of  an  extension  of  the  scope  and  authority  of  the 
“Official  List  of  Generic  Names  in  Zoology”  and  the  establishment 
of  a  corresponding  “Official  List”  for  the  specific  trivial  names  of 
species.  Under  the  new  system  a  name  once  placed  on  either  of 
these  Official  Lists  is  not  to  be  discarded  in  favour  of  some  other 
name  even  if  it  is  found  that  there  exists  a  name  which  under  the 
ordinary  operation  of  the  Code  would  have  priority.  Thus,  once 
a  name  has  been  placed  on  one  of  these  Lists  absolute  security  is 
provided  for  it  unless  and  until  the  Commission,  on  having  the 
facts  placed  before  it,  shall  decide  that  some  other  name  shall  be 
substituted  for  it  on  the  “Official  List”  concerned.  Since  the  object 
of  the  Commission  and  the  Congress  is  to  stabilize  nomenclature  in 
every  possible  way,  it  may  be  expected  that  in  practice  the  stability 
of  a  name  is  fully  assured  once  it  secures  admission  to  an  “Official 
List.”  It  is  of  the  highest  importance,  therefore,  that  workers  in 
every  group  should  co-operate  actively  with  the  Commission  in 
developing  the  scope  of  the  “Official  Lists”  by  submitting  lists  of 
names  for  admission  thereto.  The  immense  value  of  these  charges 
will  be  obvious  to  everyone.  From  now  onwards  zoologists  in  every 
branch  of  the  animal  kingdom  have  it  in  their  own  power  to  promote 
far-reaching  stability  in  the  nomenclature  of  the  groups  which  form 
the  object  of  their  special  study.  A  full  and  detailed  record  of  all  the 
decisions  taken  at  the  Paris  Congress  is  at  present  in  course  of 
publication  by  the  Commission  in  their  Bulletin  of  Zoological 
Nomenclature.  As  soon  as  possible  thereafter,  the  revised  text  of 
the  Code,  embodying  those  decisions,  will  be  published  in  the  same 
journal.  It  is  the  earnest  hope  of  the  Commission  that  as  many 
institutions  as  possible  will  become  regular  subscribers  to  the 
Bulletin  in  order  both  that  workers  in  those  institutions  may  become 
acquainted  with  the  progress  achieved  in  the  field  of  zoological 
nomenclature  and  also  that,  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  the  number 
of  subscriptions,  it  will  become  possible  to  reduce  substantially  the 
price  charged  for  copies  of  the  Bulletin.  The  Commission  has  an 
essential  role  to  play,  possessing  in  virtue  of  its  international 
authority  a  unique  power  to  assist  zoologists  in  overcoming  nomen- 
clatorial  difficulties,  as  these  arise  in  the  course  of  their  work.  The 
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Commission  cannot,  however,  discharge  these  duties  in  the  manner 
which  they  would  desire  so  long  as  they  are  constantly  embarrassed 
by  lack  of  funds.  The  Commission  exists  solely  to  co-operate  with, 
and  to  assist  zoologists.  If,  however,  the  Commission  is  to  discharge 
its  duty  satisfactorily,  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  it  should  receive 
the  necessary  degree  of  practical  support.  Zoological  institutions 
and  individual  zoologists  in  all  parts  of  the  world  now  recognize 
the  importance  and  value  of  the  scientific  work  of  the  Commission. 
Once  it  is  recognized  also  that  that  work  cannot  be  carried  on 
without  adequate  financial  resources,  the  future  of  zoological 
nomenclature  will  have  been  assured.  Zoologists  will  have  made  it 
possible  for  the  Commission  to  provide  the  means  for  attaining  that 
stability  and  uniformity  of  zoological  nomenclature  which  it  is  the 
desire  of  every  zoologist  to  see  secured. 
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